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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Ben Nun 
(US006831893B1). 

Regarding Claim 14, Ben Nun discloses a system for processing packets in a best effort 
network (see FIG. 2, a network monitoring and classifying system 200), the system comprising: 

a processor blade interface (see FIG. 2, Data path 230 and 240) operable to accept 
packets having classification information (see FIG. 2, classifier 260; see col. 7, lines 2-35); 

a processor blade bus (see FIG. 2, packet processor PPN bus) in commimication with the 
processor blade interface (see FIG. 2, Data path 230 and 240), the processor blade bus having 
plural ports (see FIG. 2, ports PPl-PPN; see col. 8, lines 38 to col. 9, lines 5); and 

one or more processor blades (see FIG. 2, Packet Processors 0-N), each processor blade 
in communication with a processor blade port (see FIG. 2, PPl-PPN ports) and having a fimction 
associated with a predetermined classification information (col. 8, lines 38 to col. 10, lines 60). 

6. Claim 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Haddock 
(US006104700A). 
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Regarding Claim 19, Haddock discloses a method for routing Internet packets (see FIG. 
lA, Switch 100 routing IP packets; see col. 1, lines 33-37; see col. 5, lines 15-49), the method 
comprising: 

classifying the packets into one or more packet flows according to classification rules 
(see FIG. IB, a combined system of packet classification 150, comparison engine 155, and 
enqueue 161; see col. 4, lines 60-67; col. 6, lines 25-55; classify and evaluates traffic groups); 

routing each packet flow to a predetermined port (see FIG. IB, QoS queue 180) of a 
processor (see FIG. IB, a combined system of QoS Queues 180 and Dequeue 162), each port 
having an associated function, so that the packets flow through the processor as a data path (see 
col. 4, lines 60-67; see col. 6, lines 1-15); 

using a dataflow program to program the classification rules and functions through a 
control path that looks across packet flows of the data path (see FIG. IB, a combined system of 
network manager user interface 145, Buffer manager 165, QoS evaluation 175, and scheduler 
170; see col. 4, lines 60-67; see col. 5, lines 1-67; see col. 6, lines 55 to col. 7, lines 56; a 
combined system of management contains a program to program/manage/control packet 
traffic/flow groups). 

Regarding Claim 20, Haddock discloses interfacing a processor blade (see FIG. IB, 
QoS queues 180) with the data path, the processor blade having an associated function (see col. 
4, lines 60-67; see col. 6, lines 1-55); 

and routing a packet flow (see FIG. IB, packet flow) to the processor blade, the packet 
flow having a classification associated with the function of the processor blade (see col. 4, lines 
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60-67; col. 6, lines 25-55; each classified and evaluates traffic group is routed to 
corresponding/associated QoS queue). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1,2,7 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Haddock (US006104700A) in view of Yoshizawa (US006262983B1). 

Regarding Claim 1, Haddock discloses a broadband Internet node (see FIG. 1 A, Switch 
100) comprising: 

a classify engine (see FIG. IB, a combined system of packet classification 150, 
comparison engine 155, and enqueue 161) interfaced with the network (see FIG. lA-B, network; 
see col. 3, lines 45-50; see col. 4, lines 5-25; see col. 8, lines 45-55), the classify engine operable 
to accept packets from the network and determine classification information for each packet (see 
col. 4, lines 60-67; col. 6, lines 25-55; classify and evaluates traffic groups); 

a modify/process engine (see FIG. IB, a combined system of QoS Queues 180 and 
Dequeue 162), interfaced with the classify engine, the modify/process engine having plural ports 
(see FIG. IB, plurality of QoS queues 180), each port having an associated function (see col. 4, 
lines 60-67; see col. 6, lines 1-15); 
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a controller (see FIG. IB, a combined system of network manager user interface 145, 
Buffer manager 165, QoS evaluation 175, and scheduler 170) interfaced with the classify engine 
and the modify/process engine, the controller programming the classify engine to route each 
packet to a predetermined port of the modify/process engine based on the classification 
information of the packet (see col. 4, lines 60-67; see col. 5, lines 1-67; see col. 6, lines 55 to col. 
7, lines 56). 

Haddock does not explicitly disclose a classify engine interface with the Internet. 
However, Yoshizawa teaches a classify engine (see FIG. 2, packet classification unit 10) 
interfaced with the Internet (see col. 2, lines 60-67; Internet) and determine classification for 
each packet (see col. 3, lines 45-59; see col. 4, lines 30-45; see col.5, lines 15-40). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to interface with Internet, as taught by Yoshizawa in the system of Haddock, so that it 
would improve the transmission speed and throughput of the network; see Yoshizawa col. 1, line 
50-65; and Haddock also suggests that the system would equally applicable to other types of 
network in order to provide variety of scheduling mechanism; see col. 4, lines 5-10; see Haddock 

««1 o i: oo cn 

Regarding Claim 2, Haddock discloses a processor blade interface (see FIG. IB, an 
interface between QoS queues 180 and Enqueue 161) in communication with the classify engine 
(see FIG. 1, a combined system of packet classification 150, comparison engine 155, and 
enqueue 161); 
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a processor blade bus in communication with the processor blade interface (see FIG. IB, 
a bus that connects an interface between QoS queues 180 and Enqueue 161), the processor blade 
bus having plural ports (see FIG. IB, a bus has plural ports for QoS queues 180); and 
one or more processor blades (see FIG. IB, QoS queues 180), each processor blade in 
communication with a processor blade bus port (see FIG. IB, a QoS queue ports towards the 
bus), each processor blade having an associated function for operating on packets having 
predetermined classification information (see col. 4, lines 60-67; see col. 6, lines 1-55). 
Yoshizawa also discloses a processor blade interface (see FIG. 1, an interface to packet 
processing program processor 20) in communication with the classify engine (see FIG. 1, packet 
classification unit 10); 

a processor blade bus in communication with the processor blade interface (see FIG. 1, a 
bus that connects an interface between packet processing program processor 20), the processor 
blade bus having a port (see FIG. 1, a bus has a port/interface to packet processing program 
processor); and 

one or more processor blades (see FIG. 1, packet processing program processor 20), each 
processor blade in communication with a processor blade bus port, each processor blade having 
an associated function for operating on packets having predetermined classification information 
(see col. 3, lines 10-67; see col. 5, lines 1-20). 

Regarding Claim 7, Haddock discloses wherein the controller programs the classifier 
with a dataflow program that determines classification information for the packets (see col. 4, 
lines 60-67; see col. 5, lines 1-67; see col. 6, lines 55 to col. 7, lines 56). Yoshizawa also 
discloses wherein the controller (see FIG. 2, Header processor 250) programs the classifier v^th 
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a dataflow program that determines classification information for the packets (see col. 6, lines 
20-45;see col. 7, lines 9 to col. 8, lines 36). 

Regarding Claim 13, Haddock discloses wherein the dataflow program comprises 
instruction to program an additional dataflow program (see col. 4, lines 60-67; see col. 5, lines 1- 
67; see col. 6, lines 55 to col. 7, lines 56). Yoshizawa also discloses wherein the dataflow 
program comprises instruction to program an additional dataflow program (see col. 6, lines 20- 
45;see col. 7, lines 9 to col. 8, lines 36). 

9. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being xmpatentable over Haddock in view 
of Yoshizawa as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Oran (US006418125B1). 

Regarding Claim 3, the combined system of Haddock and Yoshizawa discloses the 
processor blade as described above in claim 2. 

Neither Haddock nor Yoshizawa explicitly disclose an audio mixer having a function that 
mixes voice over Internet packets to support conference calls. However, Oran discloses one of 
the processor comprises an audio mixer (see FIG. 4, DSP 40) having a function that mixes voice 
over Internet packets to support conference calls (see FIG. 4, conferences between 24 and 26; see 
col. 4, lines 6-67; see col. 7, lines 40-44; DSP mixes/combined multiple audio/voice over 
Internet packets (VoIP) from multiple speakers 26 to support conferencing). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide a processor with an audio mixer for VoIP packets 
conferencing, as taught by Oran, in the combined system of Haddock and Yoshizawa, so that it 
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would provide the audio packet management system that intelligently selects which audio 
packets to mix together; see Oran col. 1, line 40-67. 

10. Claims 4-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Haddock in 
view of Yoshizawa as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Deb (US006172990B1). 

Regarding Claim 4, the combined system of Haddock and Yoshizawa discloses the 
processor blade as described above in claim 2. 

Neither Haddock nor Yoshizawa explicitly disclose encryption. However, Deb discloses 
a processor (see FIG. 2 A-B, micro-RISC stream processor 114 a-b) having a function that 
encrypts packets (see col. 8, lines 26-42; 44-67; a processor encrypts packets). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide packet encryption, as taught by Deb, in the combined system 
of Haddock and Yoshizawa, so that it would provide a user the ability to selectively encrypt and 
decrypt packets on demand and prevent forwarding of packets unprotected; see Deb col. 8, line 
30-36. 

Regarding Claim 5, the combined system of Haddock and Yoshizawa discloses the 
processor blade as described above in claim 2. 

Neither Haddock nor Yoshizawa explicitly disclose filters. However, Deb discloses a 
processor (see FIG. 2 A-B, micro-RISC stream processor 1 14c) having a function that filters 
packet content (see col. 9, lines 60 to col. 10, lines 5, 25-32; a processor filters packets). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide packet encryption, as taught by Deb, in the combined system 



Application/Control Number: 09/897, 1 89 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2661 

of Haddock and Yoshizawa, so that it would provide ability to selectively filter desired packets 
and increase the transmit and receive packet processing rates while reducing a host CPU's 
processing burden; see Deb col. 9, line 60-67; see Deb col. 3, lines 55-59. 

Regarding Claim 6, the combined system of Haddock and Yoshizawa discloses the 
processor blade as described above in claim 2. 

Neither Haddock nor Yoshizawa explicitly disclose searching packet content. However, 
Deb discloses a processor (see FIG. 2 A-B and 3, micro-RISC stream processor 1 14a-b) having a 
function that searches packet content (see FIG. 4A-C, step 408;searching/examining received 
packet content; see col. 13, lines 24-55; see col. 16, lines 55-67; see col. 18, lines 45-59; see col. 
19, lines 59 to col. 20, lines 24). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide packet content searching, as taught by Deb, in the combined 
system of Haddock and Yoshizawa, so that it would increase the transmit and receive packet 
processing rates while reducing a host CPU's processing burden; see Deb col. 9, line 60-67; see 
Deb col. 3, lines 55-59. 

1 1 . Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Haddock in view 
of Yoshizawa as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Karol (US006628617B1). 

Regarding Claim 8, Haddock discloses the classify engine to detect packets (see col. 4, 
lines 60-67; col. 6, lines 25-55) and the controller is further operable to program the classify 
engine with a new dataflow program that creates a new queue (see col. 4, lines 60-67; see col. 5, 
lines 1-67; see col. 6, lines 55 to col. 7, lines 56). Yoshizawa also discloses the classify engine to 
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detect packets (see FIG. 1, packet classification unit 10) and the controller (see FIG. 1, packet 
processing program processor 10) is further operable to program the classify engine with a new 
dataflow program that creates a new connection (see FIG. 1, routing processor 5; see col. 3, lines 
10-67; see col. 5, lines 1-20; see col. 6, lines 20-45;see col. 7, lines 9 to col. 8, lines 36). 

Neither Haddock nor Yoshizawa explicitly disclose creating a new TCP connection. 
However, Karol discloses to detect packets associated with a new TCP connection and the 
controller is further operable to program the classify with a new dataflow program that creates a 
new queue for the new TCP connection (see FIG. 6, steps 601,603,605,607,609,61 1, classifying 
packet type; receiving/detecting TCP packet with SYN flag set for a new connection and 
creating/setting-up a new flow for a new connection; see col. 9, lines 35-51; see col. 8, lines 1 1- 
55). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide packet encryption, as taught by Karol, in the combined 
system of Haddock and Yoshizawa, so that it would avoid large buffer and avoid loss of 
datagram by properly classifying/setting up the connection; see Karol col. 82, line 13-63. 

12. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Haddock in view 
of Ben Nun in view of Oran (US006418125B1). 

Regarding Claim 15, Ben Nun discloses the processor blade as described above in claim 

14. 

Ben Nim does not explicitly disclose an audio mixer having a function that mixes voice 
over Internet packets to support conference calls. However, Oran discloses one of the processor 
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comprises an audio mixer (see FIG. 4, DSP 40) having a function that mixes voice over Internet 
packets to support conference calls (see FIG. 4, conferences between 24 and 26; see col. 4, lines 
6-67; see col. 7, lines 40-44; DSP mixes/combined multiple audio/voice over Internet packets 
(VoIP) from multiple speakers 26 to support conferencing). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide a processor with an audio mixer for VoIP packets 
conferencing, as taught by Oran, in the system of Ben Nun, so that it would provide the audio 
packet management system that intelligently selects which audio packets to mix together; see 
Oran col. l,line 40-67. 

13. Claims 16 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ben 
Nun in view of in view of Deb (US006172990B1). 

Regarding Claim 16, Ben Nim discloses the processor blade as described above in claim 

14. 

Ben Nun does not explicitly disclose encryption. However, Deb discloses a processor 
(see FIG. 2 A-B, micro-RISC stream processor 1 14 a-b) having a function that encrypts packets 
(see col. 8, lines 26-42; 44-67; a processor encrypts packets). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide packet encryption, as taught by Deb, in the system of Ben 
Nun, so that it would provide a user the ability to selectively encrypt and decrypt packets on 
demand and prevent forwarding of packets unprotected; see Deb col. 8, line 30-36. 
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Regarding Claim 17, Ben Nun discloses the processor blade as described above in claim 

14. 

Ben Nun does not explicitly disclose searching packet content. However, Deb discloses a 
processor (see FIG. 2 A-B and 3, micro-RISC stream processor 114a-b) having a function that 
searches packet content (see FIG. 4A-C, step 408;searching/examining received packet content; 
see col. 13, lines 24-55; see coL 16, lines 55-67; see col. 18, lines 45-59; see col. 19, lines 59 to 
col. 20, lines 24). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide packet content searching, as taught by Deb, in the system of 
Ben Nun, so that it would increase the transmit and receive packet processing rates while 
reducing a host CPU's processing burden; see Deb col. 9, line 60-67; see Deb col. 3, lines 55-59. 

14. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Haddock in view 
of Ben Nun in view of Dharanikota (US 20020 107908 A 1). 

Regarding Claim 18, Ben Nim discloses the best effort network as described above in 
claim 14. 

Ben Nun does not explicitly disclose an Internet service provider Intranet. However, an 
Internet service provider, ISP, Intranet is well known in the art. Dharanikota discloses wherein 
the best effort network comprises an Internet service provider Intranet (see FIG. 1, ISP network 
102; see page 3,paragraph 27,31). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide ISP intranet, as taught by Dharanikota, in the system of Ben 
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Nun, so that it would facilitate Internet-based services and provides monitoring system for 
network element operable in a trusted domain network such as ISP network; see Dharanikota see 
page 1, paragraph 1 1 and see page S^paragraph 27. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

4. Claims 9-12 and 22 are allowed. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 1 1-10-2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Regarding claims 14, the applicant argued that, "...Ben Nun does not discloses a 
processing blade having the feature disclosed in Applicant's specification and recited in claim 
14. . .referring to pages 1 8-20 of the specification. . . applicant describes processor blades that are 
operatable to provide specified functions such as encryption or audio mixing that is 
implemented in specialized..." in page 10, last paragraph. 

In response to applicant's argument, the examiner respectfully disagrees v^th the 
argument above. Ben Nun discloses, in claim 14, one or more processor blades (see FIG. 2, 
Packet Processors 0-N), each processor blade in communication with a processor blade port 
(see FIG. 2, PPl-PPN ports) and having a function associated with a predetermined 
classification information (col. 8, lines 38 to col. 10, lines 60). 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., operatable to 
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provide specified functions such as encryption or audio mixing that is implemented in 
specialized.*.) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in 
light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In 
re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Regarding claims 19, the applicant argued that, ''...the use of dataflow program to 
program the classification rules and functions through the control path that looks across packet 
flows of the data path. . in page 1 1 , paragraph 2. 

In response to applicant's argument, the examiner respectfully disagrees with the 
argument above. Haddock discloses using a dataflow program to program the classification rules 
and functions through a control path that looks across packet flows of the data path (see FIG. IB, 
a combined system of network manager user interface 145, Buffer manager 165, QoS evaluation 
175, and scheduler 170; see col. 4, lines 60-67; see col. 5, lines 1-67; see col. 6, lines 55 to col. 7, 
lines 56; a combined system of management contains a program to program/manage/control 
packet traffic/flow groups or attributes). 

Regarding claims 1, the applicant argued that, ..Haddock do not disclose a 
modify/process engine... Tne QoS 180 disclosed in Haddock, are more analogous to the sharper 
engine 18 disclosed in applicant's specification, which controls transmission of the packets to 
the network, but does not process the packets according to an associated function so that 
packets flow through the process as a data path..." in page 12, paragraph 1. 

In response to applicants argument, the examiner respectfully disagrees with the 
argument above. Haddock discloses, in claim 1, a modify/process engine (see FIG. IB, a 
combined system of QoS Queues 180 and Dequeue 162), interfaced with the classify engine, 
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the modify/process engine having plural ports (see FIG. IB, plurality of QoS queues 180), each 
port having an associated function (see coL 4, lines 60-67; see col. 6, lines 1-15). 

As one can notice above in claim 1 , applicant does not claim or remotely suggest any 
specific functionality of a modify/process engine. In particular, the applicant doe not even claim 
"controls transmission of packets to the network". AppUcant's sharper engine 18 is not in the 
claim, thus it is irrelevant. 

Moreover, in response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., so 
that packets flow through the process as a data path) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification 
are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 
1993). Even this specific limitations are recited in the claim. Haddock clearly discloses such 
limitation as set forth in claim 19. 

In view of the above, the examiner respectfully disagrees v^th applicant's argument 
and believes that the references as set forth in the rejections are proper. 

Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
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the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ian N. Moore whose telephone number is 571-272-3085. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 AM- 6:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chau Nguyen can be reached on 571-272-3126. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private FAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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